review them because he was 
busy supplying information on 
Mr. Nixon’s persona' tax re- 
turns to the Internal Revenue 
Service and the Congressional. 
Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation. He was, 
first asked six days ago by The ; 
New York Times to answer; 
questions about the apparent 
errors, omissions and inconsist- 
encies in the foundation’s re- 
turns. 

When that request, was re- 
newed for the third time today, 
Mr. Blech said that Internal 
Revenue W3S auditing the foun- 
dation's returns. 

Internal Revenue, following 
its usual policy, would not say 
whether the returns were be-j| 
ing audited or when the audit;’ 
began. ■ 

Mr. Blech did give an expla-i 
nation of why he had not re- 
ported the payments to Edward j 
Nixon, despite an Interna! Rev- S 
enue requirement that all com-.# 
pensation of officers, directors f 
or trustees of foundations be l 
'reported on the tax return. 

. He said that Edward Nixon? 
'was “a nominal trustee, with j 
:out any powers whatever’ arm j 
that he had “an attorney’s in j 
’terpretation” that paymen to j 
such nominal trustees^ was noc j 
I required o be reported. 

' An Interna! Revenue ofry.M j 
j in the section that audits mmi • 
dations said that he had m : 

. [heard this argument made by : 
[any foundation and that t'v.~ 

; agency, therefore, had not 
bn any such claim, 
i I Among. the many other 
I tions raised by the found;; 
returns are these: 

•3 Is the foundation 
large quantities of casi 
accounts that pay no 
land if so why? The 
tion’s 1972 return slv 
.on hand at the start 'of 
of $39,902 and - 
[the year of $36,5 
icome from inter 
<3 Is the found. ; 
a policy of qui 
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I.R.SJs Auditing 
i Nixon Foundation; 

Errors Indicated 

HYTimes • i 

j Bv EILEEN SHANAHAN 

S»p*cix2 .<•> Th.* N? a Yoi k TttnM 

WASHINGTON, Jan. 17— ' 

The internal Revenue Service 
is auditing the tax returns 
of the Richard Nixon Founda- 
tion in addition to President 
Nixon’s personal tax returns, 

Arthur Beach, the President s 
accountant, disclosed today. 

The foundation, created in 
1969 to finance and construct 
a library to house Mr. 

Nixon’s Presidential papers, 
is a relatively small operation 
so far, according to its tax 
returns. Its net worth at the 
end of 1972, the latest year 
for which figures are avail- 
able, was $1 14.076. 

Unlike individual returns, 
the tax returns of fourida- 
, tions are not completely con- 
| fic^ential. One part is kept 
1 secret by the Internal Rev- 
i enue Service, but another, 
j containing information about 
i income and outgo, is avail- 
able for public inspection at 
internal Revenue offices. 

, | The public portions of the 
P{ ‘j tax returns of the Richard ; 

* : j Nixon Foundation raise a j 

i .[continued on Page IS, Column 3 j 

Continued From Page 1, Col. 2 

!> i number of questions about its 
'i\ I operations. . , 

JJ . The returns also appear, on 
T | their face, . to . contain errors 
V | and to omit a considerable 
iiamount of information required 
5 jby law to be included. j 

f I No return was filed by the i , - • . 

j [foundation in 1969c despite i all the cnntrrb 
| ; what revenue officials said was u in the f rm 
1 ja clear statutory acquirement 
j ;that a return be filed for the 
i 'first vear of any organization 
1 that "has been granted tax- 
; exempt status. 

Among the many other fail- 
[ ures to report what appeared 

■ to be required information on 

■ the tax returns was. the omis- 
: sion of any mention of $20,000 
{ paid by the foundation to Mr. 

1 Nixon's brother Edward, as- 

■ sertediy for his sendees in in- were re pori*-(:- general public., individuals wnui 

1 ' specting site:; for the .ibrary. ■ q From whom is the lounda-’have given $5,000 or more are: 

i The payments io_ t wa. iy on renting office space, and (not regarded as part of the, 

Nixon were disclosed in a sepa- > whv do(?s the rent varv s0 ?lgeneral public for purposes of; 
rate report that the foundation ^ was hsted as a $jo,000’meeting this test, 
was required to make to uie 7 'expenditure item in 1970, at! The tax return states that, 
California auhonties. *’ $156.38 in 1971 and at $5.500 ithere are no persons who have! 

t The tax returns for the fot-n- t.| jn 1972 . Mr B]ech cut n f f qU es-igiven contributions of $5,000; 
idation were prepared by Fran tioning about the foundation’slor more. - j 

DeMarco Jr. and Mr. Blech, the — __g — | 

lawyer and accountant, respec- ~ ' " ' - - 

! lively, who worked on Mr. 

Nixon’s personal tax returns. 

Mr. Blech refused to answer 
.most questions about the foun- 
dation’s returns on the ground 
il.ai he did not have time to 
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